
S1. We find the cumnt record inadequate for us 10 make a rcason.cd dcciaion on wbt:ther
to exempt inmate telephones from BPP. We seek IIdditioaal (X)IDJDCUt on this matter.
particularly with~ to the effectiveness and costs of 00ntI01linc fraud originating on imnate
lines with or without BPP. We also aoek comm=t on wbetbec LBCs providing IlDB queries
should be required to tariff some form of anti-fraud~, w... ooc that would signal OSPS
if a suspicious oumber of collect or third number ca11J were dircded to .. pa!ticular phone
number. FiDally, we seek commcm oa the suggestion offered by IOIDC asps and CPPs ICIViDg
prison facilities that prisons be exempted from BPP if they subscribe to an OSP that charges
rates below that of the domiNnt cmier for inter and intraLATA caDs.

B. Reco,.,. of BPP Costs

1. Background!CommCQtl of the Parties

52. In the NQ!iee, we stated tbat BPP would appear to qualify as a -DeW- acrvicc UDder
price caps. PacifIC, SW Bell. UJd SpriDt support that posiUou.T1 ATCIIDDS aod APCC oppose
it. arguing that uatiDg BPP u a DeW lICtVice would permit LBCs to rcc:ovcr awiDdfaU." They
aquc that the new service t= does DOt provide an elfcc:dve upper limit oa die price of new
services. Bell Atlautic, NYNBX, IDd SNBT &lao oppose tratiDg BPP as a DeW tenice, but
their opposition eeeulS to be buc:d GO !be cost rea1Vory toDItniIIt formerly - but DO Joagcr 
imposed by the net nM:mIC tmL'" Ameritcch ad Bell Atlantic IUpPOrt 11'eICiI1& BPP COltS u
a mandatory txpeDditure that justiflCS exogcDOUI cost treatmc:aL Spriat would also favor tills
approach if BPP costs could DOt othe:rwiJe be IpJ'CId over all acecss code caJls.10 NYNEX
opposes CXopDOUS trabne:at because of Its coaccra tbat bigbcr .ccess prices would burt its
competitive posidoa with rapcct to CAPs, bat Bell Atlantic ItIf.eS that tbiJ .would DOt be. ..
problem if CAPs are n:quired to putidpete ill 7IPP."

53. On the issue of woo abould pay the costs ofBPP, OSP ad q:grep1Of oppoocats of
BPP strongly urgc that costs be recovered solei)' from those OSPs roceiviDI BPP caDs. AT"T
asserts that cfw&iDg access code uscn for BPP would vio!aic the priDciple of auributlnc COltS

T7 Notice. 7 Pee Red It 3031 n.30; PacifIC Rcp~Comments at 11; SW Bell ComJna!ta It
12; Sprint Commeats at 21. ,..

71 APCC eomn r.emIIl26; A1'CJLDDS eommeDu 118•. ,(-.
." Bell AtJ'ntie Comments at S; NYNEX Coann"llt11l16-17; SNET ComJnenk at S.

lit Ame:ritech C'aDments It 21; Bell AtlaDtic OKnmentl It U; Sprint Reply Comments 11
20.

11 BeD Atbntic Reply Commenm at 2; NYNEX Cm"",~~s at 18.
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to the cost causers. The Michigan PSC, bowever, aska that LEes bill OSPs for BPP on a flat
tate. quart("-jy basis.11

54. Bell Atlantic, BeUSouth, NYNEX, aDd US West, as 'Wen u C=tel, GTE, and SNBT,
express concern that if LBCs must recover BPP costa sokly from BPP ca1lJ, then some IXCs
may cncoomge their customen to use acc=a codes to avoid BPP charges. Tbcy argue that, in
that eveot, the per~ c:osts of BPP could iacrease, which could further increase diaI-UCUDd
cal1ing, ultimately precluding LBCs from n:awc:ring tbeir full costs. MCI and a few a,greptOrS
acknowledge thi1 concern, but BIkbut DOtes~ if callers dial arouad 0+ Co avoid payiDg tbe
cost of BPP then this would i.ndicate that consumers do DO( value the beDcfits of BPP more than
its costs. SW Bell states its c.oafideace that consumcn would be willing to pay mote for the
convenience of 0+ QUing,a

ss. NYNEX proposes recovcriDg BPP COltS from eod • common line cbargea, while
LiD1cUSA supports • partial~ 01 BPP costs in that maptW'o On the other band, the New
York DPS, Michigan PSC, Bell AlJaDtic aDd EIkban oppose dIis opdoD. Bell Atlantic ad
Elkhart state that raising all eod UIa' costs would burden those DOt using BPP and~
efforts 10 achieve universal service." MCI suppcnu recoveriDI BPP COltS in a bifurcated
manner based on the equal access cost rt::t:X1VerJ model. MeI would favor mxwcriDg DOI1
recurring costs as exogenoas COltS from. all access wen over a set period of years aDd
recovering recurring costa from calls IUbjcct to BPP on • per call basis.1S '

'6. Ameritech asb that pricing issues DOt be reaoJvcd definitively UDti1 tariffs are fsled,
aDd Mastcrc:ardlVISA askI omy that sates be cost justified US We6i and Cid%eDs uk for a
supplemental DOtice OD COlt issues. US West ud the Miwu:i PSC suacst that BPP IboukJ be "
rcfemd to • Joint Board, given that jurisdictioaal separatioas will a1JClCIte • IarIc porcioa of
BPP cosu to the intrastate jurisdiction. SpriDt also S118&'. ts tba1 SC\uatioas nalcs must be

, \
r~ _. .'_ .... ... -. .• • ~ #

- - "-;

12 S=. Ca.L. Al1Det Comroems at 2; ATIa U PItte fillDg July IS. 1993; AMNBX
Com..mem.s al18; Micbipn PSC Com.m=ts at 4; Midwest Califomia Paypbonc Commeuts 11
'-6; NTCA Reply Commems at 5-6. '

D Ifo(el & Mocel 1lq)1y Commeats at 2; BcU A1JaDtic COl!1!DC'rt$ at 6-7; BeI'South
Comments It 12-13; Ca1ifomia PaypboDe Reply CQrnmcnts at 8; Ceatcl~y Commenb at S;
Elkhart Reply Commems at~; GI'B Commcilts It 12~14;MC Reply CoauDeata at 11; NYNEX

. Comments &1 18; SNET CoaUDeata It 8; SW Bell Reply Commeatllt 3; 1JS west Com1Da'tS
at 20.

.. Bell Atlantic Reply Commeats at 2-3; Elkhart Reply Commcots at 9; imttlSA eor;.mcnts
at 8. Reply Commeats &127; Michigan PSC Commeots at of; NYNBX ComDM"'rtS at 19, RtJPly
Comments at 6; New Yorlc DPS Reply Commczlts at 2.

IS MCI Reply Commeats at 1()..13.
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addressed. Bell Atlantic asSCIU that lhc Commission must modify patU 32, 36, and 69 of the
rules to pem11 the new rate elements that will be needed for BPP."

2. Discussion

" 57. We e«ttinue to believe that BPP sboUId be trQtcd u a DeW service for the pmposes
ofprice caps. Few parties owose this c:xmclusioo, a.ad most of those opposed in their commeDts
base that opposition 011 the existence oftbe DCW ICMce DCt m'eaue test, which baa aiDce been
eliminated. We believe thI1 JlPP fits the dcfiDi1ioD of a oew aeMc::c because it woald -add to
the ranee of options aIn:ady avai1ablc to QlS&OIDCJ'SW by pcnnildDc OSPs to receive a aew act of
calls: 0+ calls from pboDel 1hal~ DOt preaubscribed to dIaD. f7 At. the IIIDC time, it would
euable them to coutinue receiving 0+ c:al1s from theirpRlSUbscribed lbat U well as access code
calla from my line. .

S8. A mm diftiaI1t caD is whdber the casu ofBPP IbouJd be reeo~cred ODly from BPP
caIls or all operator aemces cds. OUr policy &e""""ly is 10 attribute COltS to cost cauiers.
Moreover, we believe that CODSWDCI'S would value tile COJlvem=ce of0+ dialiDCIDd tba11D&1l)'
would pay a few <:eatS more per call to enjoy it. On tbc other hIDd, 0SPs could sect to
discourage callers from using BPP, tbcrcby driving down BPP usage IIICl iDcreuinc per cd
costs.&I Moreovert allowing recovery of BPP costs only from aeMces IUbjcct to BPP would
ignore that BPP would abo reduce OSP costI aD many access code calls. SpcclficalIy, it would
Ave OSPs the commis3ioD they cum:atly ply on lOXXX tal1s placed froIn pubUc pboacs
prm1bscribed to them. OSPs pay commjsaiool OIl su.ch traffic bccUIse they cum:m1y QDMt
distinguish betweea lOXXX aDd 0+ calls. UDder BPP, die virtual elimimrino of commissioa.s

"

16 Ameritcch Reply Commems at 13~ Bell At1aDtic Reply CommeaU at 3; Ciduas Reply
Comments at 1; Ma.stercanfIV1s Commeats at 20; MiI40uri PSC Comm.'GII at 8; Northwest
PayphoDe Reply Commeau at S; SpriDt Reply Commcma at 21; US West Reply CommaltIat
3-4.

17 WAs long u the pre-cxistiq service illtiD off'eled, IDd the IIDPof IJtc:::raItivea awDab1e
to· consumers is increucd, we will dusify tbc terVice u DeW.- Policy ud RuJa CoDccniDc
Rates f~ DomiMgt Canien, Sec:oad Rc:poJt aad OnIer, ce Dcx:kr.t No. 87·313, S FCC llt::d
6786, 6824 pm. 314 (1990) ud Bmbsm, S PCC Ral7664 (199O)(LBC Price Cap 0IdeI'),
modified OD RlCOIL 6 FCC 1al2637 (1991), ftmbcr modified 6 PCC Jtcd 4S24 (1991), fudber
modified 7 PCC Red 811 (1992), aff'd Natl R&nl Teh:omm • Agta• v•~, 988 P.2d 174
(D.C. Cit. 1993). A' 0 .;,' ',-:':. ," •• "0

, _. _ • j,,"'_'_v": ....

• EveD if, UIICk'z BPP, 0+ c:a1II'COlt 0SPs ID IddidmIIl S.lS per Cai ill BPP cIIIrpI. jt h" .
DOt clear that OSPS woaJd ClIICOIJDF CUJICIDCI'I to make accas code caJII bY~ dIeir IlleS·, ,
to re1Jca that COlt cWfen:adal. MCI aDd SpriDt cum=Jy cha1p almost the same I'I!eI to
c:ustomen who make 0+ calla from pa)'phooca prcIUbscribed COM~ad SpriDt U to cucomen
who use 1-800 acceu <:odes from tboae pboDeI, eYeD tbOup the c:arMra mull pay commiu.ions
of approximately $.3S per c:aU to receive tbc fonDCt cans aod nothinc to receive die JIaer.

• 0". ~ .' , .
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would cut the cost of handling these calls. Arguablyt thClC:f-m, it would be 'inappropriate 10 
load all of the costs of BPF onto 0+ alls.

59. GivaJ these conflicting c:onsidmtiocs, we offer DO tentative conclusion at this time
on how BPP rosts abould be I1'COvcred. We seek further cornmeal on thb issue. Specifically,
we seek commc:ut OIl wbether BPP costs should be n:covcred from only BPP calla, BPP and
lOXXX calls, or aU operator scrvioc calls.

60. With respect to our 1ICIJ)'aIIti0QS rules, we lIe DOC persuaded that separatioas cbaqes
lIe necessary. Given the position of NARUC IDd commmti"& IUl1eI ill this proceeding, we
have every coDfideace that if we affirm~ teDtative COPdusioDs in this PmoetdiD8, BPP will
be implemented for both iDterstaio aDd iDtxasIate interLATA traffic aDd, in many CUCI,
imraLATA tRffie u well. Tbat beia& tho cue, tbe~ dca DOC lead UlIO believe tba1
existing usage factors would DOt yield a I'CUOIIabIe allocation of·costs between the jurirdicdoos
for cost categories affected by BPP. 1bmfore, ..e find DO DI!lCd for a joint boan1 to rcexanrine
CUl'l'ent sepmtioas NIes.

c. SelectlDg 0+ Carriers

1. Background

61. The NPRM also asked for c:omtDCllt OIl wbat procedures IJ3Cs abouJd uac to DOtify
subscn1lcn of BPP aDd of their right to choose • 0+ cmicr. 'I'he CommiasioD suggested that
LEes might either baJ10t their IUbscribers or simply DDCify 1hem of their right to cbaose • 0+ .
carrier aDd of how 10 do 10. TIle CommiSSioo aI80 suggested that CUItOD1SS who did DOt ~

respond should be defaulted to their 1+ c:arrlcr. '

2. Commeata of die Parties

~. LBCs, MCI. Sprint, Midwest Regulaton. IDd tho Missouri PSC argue that bIDodng
similar to equal ac:c:cas baIlotiDl would be um""O"$Slrily burd=some IDd CDStIy, with LBC cost
cstjmates totaling U much as $150 miWoD." 'BdlSouth IUgpsts that blJIodn8 costs could be
~ced by limiting balloting to LBC c:aDina cud customen.to Other I.ECs assert tbat LSCa

It Amcritecb Commcms it 17; Be1ISoudl Com""",,, II:ExJdbIt 1; GTE CommenuII:6; )leI. .
Reply CommeIlta at 24; Midwest Regulaton ComIMats 1I;.14;N'YNEX CofnmeatS It 20 ad

. AUachm=t B; Mi....m PSC .comJMl'4lIt 1; PIcifJc -0Jannea1s". 14; ·Rock BID .aepq, "
Commcats It "; SNET COmmeatllt 9; SWBeD CommeiJts It20-21;'SpdDt ComID'!llft at32...33: '.
USTA Commeat:s It 8; US West CommeatIIl 18 IDd Appeodix.

toIs, Qr.&.., Ametitedl Comments at 17 (1eYCI'I1 fold iDcnue cm;r513.1 miIIiOIl); BoUSouth
Commeuts at Exhibit 1 ($5.2 minion for baUnting canIhoJders); NYNEX CoauateatI at
AttaduDeat B ($19.3 milIioo). '
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should only be required to insert a notification informing each subIc:ribCr of its right to choose
a 0+ carrier or to ddauh to ita 1+ camero I.B: cost estimates for this type of customer
notification are far lowu than estimates hr an equal ~--type ba1lodJlg procedure.n

63. 'I'hird-tier 0SPs and the Michigan PSC oppose ddaultiDg alStDmers to their 1+
carrier.t2 Third-tie.r 0SPs claim that they woald be unable to compete if c:ustomen were
defaulted to their 1+ carrier. Capital Nctwo~ predicu that 6O~ or c:ustomen would DOt uke
any steps to identify their prefeITCd 0+ carrier. Thh'd-der OSPs e=craUy favor the equal
access approach of a)locating default custolDCt'l in the IIIDC proportion as customerJ wbo
affinnatively chose an OSP.

64. Both !be Michigan PSC aDd tbc Indiana Il Pem1syMDia Coasumcr Advocates arzue
that consumm should a1Io be pcnn.ittcd to aclcct their secoada.ry carrier, IDd maybe eYal a
separate carrier for iDtematioaa1 caUs. Phoaetel states its QOUCCI11 that primary <'m'icrs miPt
pick secondary carriers based on commissiona off=d by tile secooduy carrier, ntber than
service quality." AU other "parties~& 00 tbb questioo assert that the priDwy curia'
should select ita customers' aecondary c:arricr. a1lbough commenters cIisqree CD such issues as
whether multiple seoondary carrien sbou.Id be allowed, ud wbetha' culltOlDeJ1 sbould be nodfiecl
of their secondary camet and allowed to chaDgc it. or whether tbese are unoocessarily costly. ~ ,
~~. "

3. DiscuaiOll

'I ~, ~. NYNBX CommeDts at Auacbmeot B ($2.1 mJDioD v. $19.3 mjIJioo for
balloting); US West Comments at~ ($1.1 million id=tificd for ~odDg").

n AMNBX Coaunc:ms at 21-22; APCC Reply CoJDmeats It 10; ChllUcotbe R.c:ply COIildlClGtS
11 11-15; Clea:rte1. et II Reply Commcotl • 16-17; Capital Network Commalts 1118-19:
CompTel Commeats ar27-29; IDteJncaJI Commems 1124-25; lJDkUSA CoInm=ta arll-12;
Lite! Commeats at S; MJchigul PSC ComJ11Cl:fltl at 6.

., ....

" Indiana et PemIS)'lVlJlia CoaaIIDCni Commems at 1S; Mkbipn PSC Commc:ma at 6;
Pbobetel CommeDts at 11.

94 Ameritech Comments at 9-10 (ODe JeCODdaiy canier pet,qioa); BeIlSoudI Com""",,, It
19; G'IE Comment! It 6-7 (but primary" C&Iricr must cboosc a~ curiel'that" .-ves
nationwide); Litcl Com!DMtS at 6 (maybe mu1dp1e ICCODdary carriet'I); MO Reply OJrnl!lClJl!fs
&119 (only ODe aJtemate earricr); Missouri PSC Commrats at 6; Pacitic Com1llMtl1115; lock
BD1 Reply Commcatl If '4 (cuslolllen IbouJd be able 10 teJcct a ICpIDtC iDLeiuadoDal 0+
carrier); SNET Comm=ta • 9-10 (tbe ODC aJterDaJe IIl1I5t JerVe DIdoDwidc); SW BeU CcmmMts
at 21 (cu.etolDetS may be aUowcd to chaPp tIM: ICCODdary~; .SPriDt Comments If 34-35
(customers sbould be DDtified); US West Com!!JC"da at 19 (customer IbauJd be DOCified aDd
permitted to chaoge the ahemate c:urier).

29



65. We DOW tentatively C'ODC1udc tb... ifBPP is implemented, each LEe will be required
to notify its subacribers of their right to cb<X* a 0+ carrier and mprovide aD aubscnberl with
a ballot for doing so. While LECs cla.1.!1 genmJJ1 that • balloting procedwe would be:
unreuonabJy expensive, they seem to but that cIaiJD OIl me assumption that a ballotit1g process
would be similar to equal' accesa baUoting. AI diacussed in JD()l"e detail below, we do DOt
,believe that these kinds of procedures arc DeCC~~ or appropriate (or BPP.

66. In the evcot that we require LECs to pzovide DOtices aod bIIJots to tbcit customers,
we will permit them to do 10 via either a scpa.ra1C zn,jJing or a promiDcnt billing iDaert. LBCi
usmc a bil1in& insert would DOt have to provide customers with reaponsc cave10pes if respoo.sca
could be included with euatomcrs· paymeats. We wm DOt requin= I.ECa to provide further
notices aDd baIlotsto~ customers. Presumably, 0SPa would begin advertising ,
campaigns aimed ,at wiJuIiq 0+ busineu well before the baJIodD& process takes place.
Therefore, CU~ iDcliDed to mab • 0+ cboicc would be educ:ated to look for • ballot iD
the mail or in thc:irphoDe bill. !dcm:cm:r, Qistomen would always be free to clwIee tbeirO+
cmier after the iDitiaI baIlotiDg period. We do DOt beUcYe that tbese procedures w0uJ4 be
UDduly burderuome or expeosive. Therefme, we sec DO Deed to Idopt Be.USoutb'.~
that balloting n:quircmeuts be limited 10 LBC c:alJjng card cu.stoma'S. ' J

67. We tcuWively conclude that customers who do DOt mspond Ibou1d be ddaDltcd'to
their 1+ canicr. While some pIl'ties urce III aDoc:adon mechanism, such u that used m~
access balloting, we do DOt bcUeve dial Chose kiftds of aJJcx:adoa pmcedurcs woul4 be
appropriate to BPP baI1ot:inc. UDlikc the situadon tJia. most casto1Ders baveahadYI~
a preferred loog-discance caniet. We beUcvc tbIt we should DOt jpom tb1I cbcrice in .'ssi~mg
customers a 0+ carrier. We seck commc:Gt OD our taltltivc coac1usion aDd OD the~ve
polsibility of aUor.ating c:ustomm wbo do DOt wee in propoltioa to the seJectious of~,.,
who do voce. We would paticuIarly welcome rom"'tl¢l from coa.sumen aDdr
representatives OIl the relative bcDeIit1 and COltS of these altcmativcs. I

I
68. nc rcconf does DOt CDIltIiD sufficic:ut iDforuwion for us to decide wbdbc:r~

Ibould be permitted to cbooa1c their own secoDdary cmier or wbetbcr tbcy IIIUIt be~ of
die id=tity of that carrier. Ifuers wOuld be blllad dbecdy by their SCCODdaty carrier fpr tfIftic
that carrier baDdIes, theA CO"GJIDelJ abould ideally be able to choose that CII'licr. ~.
ifcalls.cmicd by the IeCODdaIy c:arrict would be btaDded by tbat curir.r. it miPt be~
&0 c:alJers if they were DOt at least DOtificd that tbis JeCODdaI)' canier would beba~~
of their calla. 011 the odJer baud, if custometl .... biDed .oa1y by tbeir.primuy:;at
that c:uricrt

• lIteS, it II DDt IppIftIIt dial cUstomeR DCed 10 be afforded the to

choose their own 1eCODdaIy. curicr.~ Rather, it would IClem tbat die choice orJCCDIIdarJC'
" . :el. " I-------- ,

tS While we have rccopind the Wue of aI1owiD& 800 leivice IDbIaibcrI ~
multiple carriers for tbeIr 800 JenIb DCCda, IDIDY 800 sobecribcn a.eacrate t:lXbemc1y,~ calJ
volumcs. such tIW deslgninc tbeir OWD Jen'ice offal diem die opportUDity 10 RlIP ..~
bcnc:tits. No one baa shown dW ooasumm "',auld Seek 10 maage~ operatOr~I
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would best be viewed as part of the IClVice offering of the priJna!)' e::arricr. 1P.. that situation,
competition among primary <:atricn would likely en5UJ'C that they chose secomWy carriers that
provided quality service aDd were responsive to cJJlomcr Deeds. )Jo;)reover. allowing primary
carriers to choose their own aecoodary carrier would t"JDble primary c::arrim to adcet SCCODdary
carriers that would baDd1e their traffic on me most favorable tetms. Tbis would especially bc1p
.smalJe.r asps that lack nationwide originating capabilides. We.cct further iofonnatioa aDd
comment on bow scr.xmdary carrier~ sbaWd be haodled UDder BPP. We also leek
oomment on bow TOCSlA's call branding ~c:nts sbould Ipply in a BPP enviroDmeut.

69. Smaller OSPa might alao beDcfit if tbey were permitted to ~gnate differwt
sccoDdary cani.ers in diffen:at aeo&lIphic ucu. nus would permit pnaDao 0SPa to usc other
rqiooal OSPs in lieu of. aiugJe nationwide cania'. We beUcve that would provide for a more
competitive secondary carrier awbt aDd Jikcly eaab1c mwD.er OSPI to obtain tbe IetVica of
secondary carrien OD more favorable tams. We lock mrzunebt on the COItI aad b=efits of
allowing an OSP to use dift'eraJt aecoDdary c:anb's ill diffen:m~c ames. P"maUy. we
seek commCDt OIl the costI aDd beDefitI 0( allowing customen to dcsigDatc differat OSPS for
intemaliODal and domt$tic: c:aJUng.

D. The Costs " Beaerds of 14-Di&it Saeeainc iD IJDB

1. BackgrouDd

70. ~ DOted above. lECIaac tbat tbe1 would fdcIJtity the presubscribcd OSP for 1iDc
Dumbef cards by a=eniD& only die tint tal dips of sach caRk, i&.., the teIMIiait te1c:pboac liDe
number. The aastomrt"s four.diIit pcrsoaal Ideadfteatioa mnabcr (HN) would DOl be,
considen:d. Thus, the paoposed 1BC BPP dcsip ODly permias OlIO liDe-DWDber based caJUna •
card number per"liDc in lIDS. In tile Notice. we obaerYed tbal if LBCs performed IJDB
acreeniDg on 14 dicW inltead of leG, customers could mam;n 1iDe msmber cards bsued by
multiple carriets, with a dift'erea:t PIN for each cud." We soucht commem OIl tho fasibility
-_..I J_:-"'~1:fvof '""•.,-..Ai-"t _ •auu ~oIo&Mol n ....._--... a::recmn••

2. Commems of the Parties

71. LECa argue that permitting muldp1c Jiae DUmber c:ards in UDB would subsmnriaJly
iDcreaae BPP msts without offeriD& Ill)' &ipificaDl beadit.f7 Pacific IDd SW Bell estimate that
coordinating the usigmDeat d a1MI lDIitUininr PINs for muJdpJc lisle munber: cards would add

.d

in this manner.

,. 7 FCC Red at 30291L19.
<: .

- ~. .. , -, ' . ",

. - - ....

"

'1_~~ ... " _.

.'_ .. ~r. : __ ~

- - . ..... ~...
or ~ ._~

" Ameritcch Comments It 12-13. GJ PJJ1e fiJiDg, Sept. 3. 1993;.BeD AtlaDQc ComD'INStJ It
9-10; BellSouth Connneats at ';-8; G'IE Comaaems at 8-9; PIcific gparto fiJUIg Dec. 3. 1993;
SNET Comments at 6-7; SW Bell Rtply Comm=ts at 14, a patte fiJiDg, Dec. 8, 1993.

, ". ~
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between th.ree and fifteen million dollars in BPP costs per BOC." 1DC)' alao claim that it would
increase the danger of fraud. 'Ibey argue that customers do DOt need or want ..nultiple line
number cards. IodcM. Amcritecb argues that 14-dig!t ICIceniag would 00 barmfu1 to
COOSUIDcrs, because OOPs would likely issue PIOprictaty line Dumber cards that would not pennit
CUstomers to choose an altcmate OSP via access c:odcs, as would • LBC 1iDe DUmber cantft
In response to concerns that teIKligit screening would coafer OIl I.BCs a mooopoly aver line
number cards, Pacific states that OOPs would bave the samc opportunity II LECa to issue a line
number cam in a 1().djcit scmening environment. tGO

72. OSPs argue that multiple 1iDc DUmber carda would maximize cmtomcr cboicc by
eoabling customcrs to vary OOPs without sacrificlDg the advantages of a line DUmber cant.101

They note, for example, Ihat conswner& might wiah to rcWn ctift'erem cardI for penoaalllld
business usage. In additioD, citiDg DWbt research sbcnvinc '. COIlSUmer prcf=nce for Iiae
Dumber cards, MCI, Sprint. aDd AMNBX anert tbat LBCs Ibould DOt be the oaIy carricta that
m able to issue IUCh cards. IG Sprint also claims tbat if It CIDDOl nam its exiitiDc liDe DUmber

cards. it would need to spend about S20 mUIion to iuuc DeW c:ards••OJ SpriDt also disputes
Ameriteeb's assumption that OSP line Dumber cards would likely be propdetaty and tbcRby DOt
eligible for use with access code c:aJUng,106

3. DillCUSSion

73. Wc do not believe tbat it would be ill the public lrderest to Idopt a BPP desip that
cives LBCs, but DOt OSPI, the abiHt)' to offer line DUmber caJHDI e:atds. In tbe Notlr;, we
usumcd that without fowteea-digit UDB screeainc. OSPa would be UDabJe to issue thdr DWD .
line number calling cuds. Some LBCs, however, 1ICJW dispute tbis assumpdoo. They mamin "

tI Pacific ~ pm; filiDg, Dec. 3; 1993; SW BeD ex garte filing, Dec. 8, 1993.

" Ameritcch asaumes dial 0SPs ..-auld be able to issue propridary IiDe DUmber ca!ds UDder
BPP, ahhough the Commission could prcdude this.

Iell Paclf1C ex parte filiDg, Dec. 3. 1993.

tOl AT&T A pane filial, July 15, 1993; Sprint Commems at 11-13, CI par1&S. OCL S, 1993,
Oct. 20, 1993.

1GI AMNBX CommentS It 10-11; lJDkUSA Conu';mts It 18-19;Ma eoinmeats It8; SpriIIl .,.
Reply Commeats at n. GTE chalJeDles that· assessaieat, however. -,'ing tIIIl"ATAT
abandoued Ii.oe DUmbel' cards with DO apparcu oepdvc effeCt. GTB Reply CoauDeats at 5.

IGit AdvaDc:ed TecJmoJoeies Comment.s at 3, c:IsiDg sprint Comments in DockICt 92-77, Part
I, at 10.

11M SpriDt ex parte fiHDg, Oct. 20, 1993.
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that even if customers were pcnnitted oo1y one JiDe..number based caJling card,~ is 00

reason why a LBC would need to have exclusive rigbtsto that card number. Tbey maintain that
the customer's chosen OSP could issue its OWD line I1UU1ber calIiDg can:! with the same PIN or,
upon customer authOrizatiOD, substitute its own liDc-number card (with a differ=t PIN) for the
LEe card. ,as They maintain, fiDa11y, that OOPs could also do their own billing for liDe Dumber
card calls made by their customers (whose biDing IWDC aDd address the OSP would have in their
records).

74. We Iwbor some conoems about the adm1Distr&tive implicatioGl of this proposal.
Nevertheless, we bcUeve this proposal ia worthy of further comment u a possible aherDative to
fourteen-digit screen.iq. AJ DDttd, we will DOt adopt aay BPP desip that lives either LEes
or OSPs the exclusive ability to issue line DUmber cards. If, !Jowever, the costs of fOU11eelHSigit
scn:aUDg are submntiaJ, aDd our goals can be adW:ved witbiD • coatcxt of tea4git 1CRCniDI,
we would accord serious consicbadoa to thia tal--digk altemative. We tbc=forc leek funber

. comment on the Je1aDve cosa aDd tx:aaerltS of fourtee:l1 diP~ venus the teo-digk
screening solution dcscribcd above.

E. Com.men:ial and Jl'oreip Credit Cards

1. BackgroundlCommems of the Partica

75. In tbe Notice, we sought COIDIDQt OD bow commercia1 credit cards aDd foreign-issued
calling cards sbouJd be baDdled in aBPP eovironmcnt.106

.
76. MastercanlfVISA, American BlqmlIs. SpriDt, ad tillMldripn PSC &IJUC thatBPP

sho.\ld be desipcd in a way tbat pc:rmjta caUers to UIC 00IDJIImCiaJ CRdit carda OIl BPP calls.
They argue that commercial cadit cards give customen tbe oppcmwUty10 secun: CX'Clided credit
and offer other advamqea, such IS liability JimbtioDs, tbat _ valued by c:oasumers.1Gf

MastercardI VISA alJo werts that the popularity of AT&T's universal card aDd expcrieDca in
numerous othu reta.il1Dd ICI'Vice indllmies comum that CODSUlDCI1 value the ability 10 make
purchases using a aiDgle, a:eacral purpose credit can!. It lUtes that mubt~~
tballnore than forty pcrccat ofaieg c:azdboldcn would Iikdy UIe their VISA or Mutetcanf
to make 0+ calla if givea that opcioa.101

IGIJD the JaUer case, the OSP woukl have to DOdfy.tbe IJDB admimstraOr to adjust.PIN
. ill LIDB to UIIlCh die PIN OIl ita c:anL .. . .:... .;&: ...

..,,

, 1,_1. 7 FCC Red at 3033.

len ~I~' Americ:aD Express Rq)1y CommcGta a 3-11; MastercudIVJSA CoInments at
13-16, Rq)ly Commeuts at 5-7; M'Jebipn PSC ComnCQtI at 6; SpriDt Reply CommMtJ at 28.

101 M.astcrcaJdlVISA ~Iy Comments at 5-7; VISA GX~ filiDg, sept. 9, 1993.
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77. MastercardfVISA asserts that BPP could readily aocommodate commercial acdit
cards. It ootes that under currem plans, I.BCs would query an OSP data base for routing
instructions when presented with. CDD or 891 ca11jng carel. It states that LBCs could similarly
query a commercial credit canS data hue when presa1ted with. commercial credit card
number. 109 -

78. Mutcrca.rd/VlSA IDd Sprint maintaiIl that LBCs should be able to handle commercial
credit cards that cooform to ISOIANSI sta:adan1s.110 In fact, MutcrcardlVISA reports that
Nortbcm Telecom baa already developed IOftwarc tbat would permit use of commercial credit
cards under BPP. Mastctca.rdIV1S elaims that this IOftwaJe will be rdease4 by the ead of
1994 and that Ameri1cch aDd GTB estimate that it wW cost them oaly about $3 million each to
install. III

79. Many LSCs question the feuibility of iDcotpcn::I.tiD commerciIJ e:tedit carda into
BPP and suggest tbat this issue be~ It a later dace, after initiallmp1eme«atioo ofBPP
is achieved. U2 BcUSouth, MCI. and Pacific also qucstioa whdhc:r the small dcmmd for uaiDg
commercial aDd foreign credit cards justifies the costa of IlCCOIIlmocfating them, although MCI
lDd Pacific state that they would oat object to iDeludlDg commmclaJ cn:dit canis In BPP if
commercial credit card companicI were respoosible for maiDtain;ng the da1a bases to which
queries would be JCZt for carrier idcDtifica1ion.1U 1'bc Miasowi PSC asks that BPP not be
delayed or buIdcoed by the DCCd to baDdJc COlDIDe!'Cial credit cards.au

2. DiscusaioD

SO. We Imt teorativcly coaclude that if BPP is implemcarcd, It shoWd I.CCOIIUIIOdIlc .
c:omm' 'l'CW c:rccL. cards that coaform to lSO/ANSI staDduds on the same basis as 8911Dd am
caJling .:ards. ~ record indiartcs tbat conNlmen value commercial credit cards and that some

JOt M.utucard!VISA Comment.! at 8.

. 110 The IsHematioaal Organiation for StaDdItcIizatjaa (ISO) develops imemational "IDdanis
for i.af~ systems. The Amcric:an NalioDa1 StaDdanSs Institu&e (ANSI) repl'Cle4tS tile
United Swes in ISO f01'UDlS.

-
III AmcriScch Reply eomlnents at 7; GTE ex parte fiIin&. July 2, 1993; MastercanlMSA --.. -

Commems at 19--20; SpriDt Reply comroan a12S; VISA g pan;:fi!fDg.-SejJt. 9. 1993. -0-,'-

., ..... . ~ .. l ......:j ~~ ..: ::."'~. "3~~ "... '-~~" :~".' ~.' ",.;".
112 Ameritoch Commems 1110-11; BdJSouth CoI1U'neft•• l&-19; CanWReply Coinmr=

at 7; GI'E CommC2ttS It 10; Padfic Commems It 16: SW Bd1 Commems It 21, bpty
Cozn:rne:uu at 9-10; USTA Comments at 9.

IU Be1ISouth Comments at 18-19; MCI Reply Comments at 22;.PIcific CootDJC"fl1l16.

114 Missouri PSC ComtneDtI at 4.
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of them would sc« to use such cards (or billing long..<fistance ealls. No part)' bas ptt.SeJ1ted any
rom;X:lIjng reason why consumers should be denied this option, nor bas any party shown that
it would be unreasonably burdensome for LBCJ to incorporate it into BPP.

F. Restrictions on I>ialiD& Arouod BPP

81. Almost all commcnten addressing the issue ap:c with our tcat'ltive coDcJusiOD tbat
if we adopt BPP, we should amend our rules to probibit IUtegI1Or1 from programming tbcir
phones to dial around BPP,~ by translating 0+ calls into aa:esa code or 1+ calls.uS USTA
goes further, uking US to prohibit ICCeII code cfialing a1togetba'. but odJct panic. UIUC tbIt thiI
would UJlmISODIbl)' dell)' consumers a potentiaUy valuable opCiocl.1l6 'l1Ie APCC &DeS NATA
take the oppoiiu; position. TIley assert tbat probibitiDc plyphoclca flOm beiDg programmed to
dial around BPP would be COIIUUy to the CommJuioa'. policies promociDl competitioo ill CPB,
enhanced services, 1001 distance, and local exchanp 1II&Ibts.1J1P~. NATA lDteI that
evco if the Commisnon.does impoae a prohibition ..mst diaJing arouad, such a R:ItrictioD
Ihould not be incotporat.cd into Pan 68. NATA apes that Part 68 bas Ilways bceD limited to
rules direded at ensuting the techni",1 i1Itegrity of tile oetw0d4 aDd that tile proposed rcstDction
does 00( concern a technical matter.

82. We DOW propose that if we adopt BPP, we will amend our NIes to prohibit
aggrtgators from programmin& their pboaes to coavett COllSWDCr0+ caDs iDtO calls that bypass
the BPP system. We have empbuimd ill this Punber Notice of Proposed RuJemakinc that a
principal bcDefil of BPP - simpIiMd dialina nqufmmeats - depeDds upoa the ubiquitous
availability of this service. If' agteplOII were pc:rmiUed. to bypass BPP, for example, tIut1ulh .
the we of a simple automatic rtiaJer, tbJa bcoefit would be lCVC'ft:ly c:urtIiJed. IfGOt etimfntred "!

a1togetber. While 'f , iDitWly vroposcd CO iDcoIporate teStric:doDs oa bypassiDc BPP in Put 68,
~~ agree with NAT~\ that dJac provisJoDs would DOt fit wdl within Put 68, wbk:b dIrases
issues of tccbDic:a1lDtegrity of the uetwOlt. We would ~om, iDstad. amead .7 CPR
164.704(a). which governs c:a11 blocldDc, to prohibit agreptors flam prcveatiq caJlJ dialed
0+ from reacbing the preferred carrier of the billed party. We also reject USTA's request dIat

11' i\.merit.ech Commeats at 9; Bell AtlaDtic Commeau It 2; Ceatd Rq)ly Comrreatl It 3;
Citizens Reply Commems at 1; Florida PSC Comznents It 5 OTB Comments It 7-8; LIte1
Commrnts at S; MIdwCst JeguJaiors Commcms at 10; MisV.ui PSC COmm=s It 6-7~NYNEX
Commeats at 21-22; PaCific -CnnunraU-it 12; Rock mu Reply CommaIa It 3; SNBT
Comments at 8: SW Bell Comments at 16;,SprlDt Commcms at 29;Teus PUC Comments_It
7; USTA ComI11t!Qtl at 8; US West 0ibuMnts it 16-17. ':.-::.:.;; :.;'~-. ,~ ~ ~ ~J.~·2,.· J

116 AT&T Reply Commeats at 6; lJDkUSA Comments at 6-7; Sbar=ct CotDLIWJtS at 2;
USTA Commeuts 11 8?

tn APCC Coaunenf! at 5-9; NATA COllura!tlll 2.
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we prohibit access code dialing altoeether. USTA bas DOt presarted By good reason why
consumers should be denied the option of dialing around their prcsub5crihed 0+ carrier.

G.TiminI

83. Ifwe conclude that BPP is in the public interest, we believe it ahould be implcmeuted
IS soon as possible. Most comments iDdicate that BPP could be implemented one year aitez" the
~ssary software is available from Ya1dora or within three years of a Commissioa order
mandating.it.. We understand. however. that mannfaetu.ren bavc beea workiDg 011 the
developmc:m of BPP software OYer the past year IDCl, thai, PacifIC C'Stim'tes that BPP could be
operational within two and a half ye:ara or leas of a Commiwon mandate.111 We seek furtber
comment on how lOOn BPP could be implematted gNeD tba1 we mteud to issue a fiaal dft:i.sion
in this proceedine at the earliest possibJt eIIIe. "

V. CONCLUSION

84. In this Further Notice of Proposed RuJerNting. we zmcw aad ualyzc the clara in
the rca»nf aDd find that BPP appears to be in the public interest. We fiDd that BPP would
facilitate access to the telephone Iletwork by eJiminariD& the aecd to use aa:ess codes on opeDtOr
service caDs. We believe tbIt BPP would stimulate competitioa in operator ICl'Vices both by

.eliminatin& AT&T advantages iD the opcmor ICn'iccs marbt aDd by .red.ircdioi operatOr
ICI'Vices competition more towards CODSUIDerI. We also beJieye Ibat JDOIe COIISlIJD~rieatcd

competition should reault ill Jawcrprices aDd bcUer aeMcca, which, coupled with euicracc:e.s,
ahould ltimulaJe Derwozk UJIIC. Moreover, abe techno1D&Y required for BPP would earich Ibc 
Dation's telecommUDications iDfiut:lucture, paviaa die way for tusure IICtWmt iDDovIdoa. '.
NcvertbclcP, given the eRimatof cost of Boa" ad the. of tile recarct OIl which we base our ,
teuWive CODCl~\SioD tbal BPP W\JUld serve the pub& iIItenst. we coacbadc that we ,bou1d .
proceed cautiously. 'I'be:rdore. before iasuiDg aftIIa1 dccisioa OD this mauer, we fJlvi1e COIDJDCDt
on our tmtative c:onclusiooa aDd the data and lDIlysis UDdedyiDg diem.

VI. PROCEDURAL MATrERS

ss. Bx pyte. 1bia is • DQDercstricted DCJtiee and comment tuJrm1png. :& parte
pmsenlations ale permit!cd, except duriDg tbe SuDddac Apda period, provi&d tbay uc
disclosed as provided 1D the Commjssiou's mIes. Sa! mmt'Y, 47 C.P.R. SectioDs 1.1202,
1.1203, IDd 1.1206(a).

86. Ipitia1Jk:cu1*tmy PIexizmtx Anal,ysiJ: Our iIdtial~ fleXibility analysis was
included in the Notice, 7 FCC led at 3034,57 PR. 21038 (1992).

U'k, u... Ameritech Comruents It 2; Bdl AllaR commasti at 2; BeUSouth ComDJems
1117; Pacific ex parte filing, Jan. 4, 1994; SpriDt Commeuts at 31 .
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87. Notice and Comment Provisions. Punuam to applicable procedures act forth in
sections 1.41S and 1.419 of the Commission's Rules; 47 C.P.R. Sections 1.415 and 1.419,
interested parties may file comments on or before July 8, 1994,. a.od reply comments on or
before JUly 29, 1994. To file formally in this pmc:eedinC, persons must tile aD origiDal and four
copies of all commentl aDd reply comments. If you want each Commiuioocr to receive a
personal copy of your commcms, you must file an oriPW pluJ D.i.De copies. You should send
com.mans and reply COtnmeQt4 to the Office of tbe secretary. Fedm1 Communications
Commission, Washington, D.C. WS4. In additioIl. parties shcu1d file two copies of any IUCh
pleAdings with the Policy aDd Program Planning Diviaioa, Common Curiet Bureau, Room 544,
1919 M Stm::t, NW, WuhingtoD., D.C.. Parties abould a1&o file ODe copy of Illy documeat.s
filed in this docket with the CommissioD', copy ClOIItt3Ctar, ns, 1JIc. 2100 M Street, N.W.,
Suite 140, Washington, D.C. 20037. CommcGU aud Rpl, comments wm be available for
public inspection during regular buaiDcss hours in the peeRcf~ Ccoter (Room 239) of the
Federal Communications CommiWOD, 1919 M: Street, N.W., WasfliDICoD, D.C. For furtbcr
infonnation regarding this Purtbcr Notice ofPxopcsed Rulrmakinc CODCICt Mart S. Nadel (202)
632-1301, Common Carrier Bureau. Policy aud Program P1aunin g Division.

vn. ORDERING CLAUSES
.

88. AccordiDgly, IT IS OlU>ERBD that, punwmt to Scc:tioDs 1, 4, 201-205, 218, lAd
403 of the Commuuicatiooa Act II ."'Cf1IIr4, 47 U.S.C. If lSI, 154. 201-205, 220, aad -403,
aFURTHER NOTICE OF PROPOSED RtJI.EMAlCING IS BERBBY PIlOVIDBO II explained
herein.

89. IT IS FURTHER ORDPRED that, pul"IUIIlt to Sed:ioDs 1.415 IDd 1.419 of the
Commission', Rules, 47 C.P.R. 111.415 IDt 1.419,~ on this proposal SHALL BE
Fn.ED with the SCCRUry, rcra! Communications CoawU.aiOD, WashingtOn, D.C. 2OSS4 on
or before July 8, 1994 aDd reply comments SHAU. BE PILBD with the Seaaary on or befc=
July 29, 1994. -

FEDERAL COMMUNICAnoNS COMMISSION

William F. Caton
Acting Seclecary
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APPENDIX A

List of Cgmmentgs

• 0

,

Advanced Paypbonc Systems, IDe•
.AdVlDCCd Tcclmologies Cellular TcJtxX)rnmunieat:ioDl, Inc. (Advanced

Technologics)
AdvJ.Dced Telecommunications Corp. aDd LDDS Communications.

(ATClLDDS)
Airport Assoc. Cow1ci11Dtcmationa1 (Ahport ACI)*
AIJcgbany County Dept of Aviation (Alleghany)
A1lDet CommUDic:ation Services (Allaet)
Alltd Service CoJp. (AUtcl)··
Ahcmate Communiatioos TccbDology, !lie. (ACTI)
American Association of.AiIport Bxecudvcs
American Express (A..m&)..

American Hotel " Mot.c1 Auoc. (Botc1 " MoteO*
American Public Communicatioos CouDci1 (APCC)·
American Telemanagement
American Te1epbooe " TcJcgraph (AT&T)*
Amerioom
Amcritecb-
AmericaD NdWOIt Bx,cbange " NYCOM lDfonnatiOD Services (AMNBX)
Arizona Dept. of Corrc:dicm (Adzoaa DOC)
Ben AtWItic*
BeIlSouth*
California Paypboae AsIoc. (Calitomia hyphoae)*
Capital Netwolt System (Capila1 Ne:twOJk)-
Ceutral AlIaDtic hypbooe Associatioa (Ceutral Paypboac)*"
CcDtral TelepboDc·"
Chase Manhattan~*
CliilUcothc Te1ephooe (CbiDicntbe)·..
Citizens Utilities Company (CitiD:Gs)**
CJcartd Commuaicadons, COM SyltCmS, IDtcmadoaa1 Pacific,

TeJtnsst CommllnicAtJon. SCMces (Oeartd, et 11)* °

Columbia (So. CamUDa) NetItJpolitan AiJport - ~

CompctiIiveT~ AIIoc. (CompTe1)*
ComTe1 Comptdcr eorp.(ComTd) - 0"· o. o~·.;-(";' "

CoosoIida1cd CommuniadioDs Operator ScM:cs~ DHnois
Coasolidatcd T9pbooe, CoIlIolidated NetWOIk. aDd Coasnlidated
Communicatioas Public Services
DaIlasIPort Worth IntematioDal Abport BoIId (Da1Jas AiIport)
Ekotcl
Elkhart Te1epboDc (BDdwt)••
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Florida Public Service Commission (FIorii., ,-sC)
Gateway Tec'lluologics (Gateway)*·
Georgia Depart. of Admin. Services
Greater Orlando Aviation Authority (Orlando Aviation)
GTE-
,Harvard University (HaJvard)
Illinois Commerce CommWion, Indiana Utility ReeuJa10JY

Commission, Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, aDd Public
Service eommissiou of WisoonsiD (Midwest Regulalors)

IlliDois DqX of Ceutral Managemem Services (Illinois eMS)
Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor" PcDDsylvaDia Office

of Consumer Advoca1e (lDdiana k Pcansylvania Coasumcrs)-
(Ipdi8 na oaly for reply) "

Indq)=deDt Payphone Assoc. of New York (NY PaypboDe)
Indepeodem Telec:ommuaicaJions Network
Inmate CatJing Service Providers Task Force of the APCC (Inmate

Calling Service)·
Int.ellicall-
Intera Communications CoIp.
Imenwioul Te1ccharge, IDe. (ITI)*
UnkUSA*
Litel TclccommunicatioD.a Corp. dba LCI IDtematioaal (Utel)
Maryland Division of Comcdoo
Mastercard Intemati.oOal & VISA USA (MastcIcardIVISA)·
MCI Tc1ccommuniea:tions CoIp. (MCI)-
MessagePhooc*
Metropolitan fiber Systems (MFS)••
Michigan PubUc Scrvke CommjssioD (MidJipn PSC)
Midwest IDdt.pcadcot Com PaypboDe Assoc. (Midwest PaypboDe).
Missouri Public $ervicc Commjqjon (Missouri PSC)
Natiooal Assoc. of Coavcaieace Stores (CoavaW:ucc Stores)
N~onaI Telepbcme Cocp:nltive Aasoc. (NTCA)_.
NeW York City Dept. ofT~m,miCl1iODS k EDergy (NYC)
New York Depart. of Public Service (New York Dps)**
Nonh American Te1ecomm\lllkatioas AJsx. (NATA) ,
New YOlt Te1ephoae & NeW Eaei,ncfTekpboDc Q'lYNEX)*
Northwest Pay Pboae AIIoc. (Northwest Paypboac)*
Otpn~riOD for tile~ IDd AdvaDcaDcat of sman Tclepboae

Companies (OPAS1'CO)
One CaD Commauicadoas elba Opdcom (Opdcom).
Operator Service Company (0perImr Scrvioe) & US Odds COIp

(ftPly only)-
Pacific Bdl & Nevada Bell (Pacific).
Pennsylvania'i Goveraor
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Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission ~lvania PUC)*
Petro1euDl M.aIteters As.socWion of America
Pbooetel Technologid (PboneTeI)-
Pilgrim Telephone (Pilgrim)
Polar Communications (Polar)
Public Communications A.asoc. Ltd (PeA)
RCI Long Distance
Rock Hill Telephone (Rock Hill)".
Sbarene:t Communications (Sbamlet)
South carolina Division of Information Resource Maaagemel11

(S. CaroIiDa DIRM)
South Carolina Jan Administrators Assoc. (S. carolina IIiIeta)
South Carolina Sheriff'5 Assoc.
Southern New BnglaDd TeIepboDe (SNBT)
The Southland Corp. (South1and)·*
SouthwesterD Bell TeIcpboDc (SW BeU)*
Sprint*
Tennesse Dept of Fmance " AdDlin Office
Texas General Services Comm.ission (Texas GSC)··
Public Utilities Commisaion of Texas (Texas PUC)
Travis, TX*·
US Intelco NetwOlk
US Long DistaDce*
United States Tc1epboae Assoc. (OSTA)*
US West Communications (US WeIt)
Utah Dept. of Corrections (Utah DOC)
Value Added Communications (VAC)
AiIport Authority of Washoe CouDty (Washoe)
Wisconsin Dept. of Corrcc::tioDa (WiJcoosiD DOC)

• filed comments and reply commeuts
•• only filed reply commcms

'.,

...... 1.. :.._~~
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APPENDlXB

We derive the f1gUre of 5340 million for estimated savings 011 commissiom from BPP
as follows: TOCSlA Table 4 estimates 1991 operatOr 5ClVicc: revenues from aurcgator phoDes
at $6.1 billion, approximately $1.2 billion of which was third-tier OSP revenue. To tNimate

1997 0+ revenues, we make the foJIowing adjustments. We fint adjust 1991 revenues to
account for ovenl1l growth in opemor eervice revc:aucs becween 1991 aDd 1997. We uaume
a 4.3~ annual growth n.1e, .. DOte 2S, mml. and thereby derive a l'CVemJC figure of $7.9
billion in 1997. $1.5 billion of which would be~ OSP revemJCS.

We next adjust these aumben to ICCOUDt far our predicted shift in mffic from biPer
pri= asPs to lower-priced OSPs bccweeu 1991 aDd 1997. At discussed ear1it¥, we andclpate
that the market share of thitd-der 0SPs will dccliDe by ·about ODe tbiJd duriJJ& this period IS
customers increasingly dial arouad the hie. priced OSPI. 'l'badore, we assume dsat ODe
thin:f of anticipa1cd third-tier OSP I1M:IDICS in 1997 would be priced It the AT&t.TIMCIlSpriDt
average rate, rather than hieber third-tier lUes. TIma. 1/3 X SI.5 bi1lioa, or S.S biDioIl. would
be priced at approximately a 36S diIcouut, for a avi:ap of $18 mUHon. Hence, we c:ak:uJate
that aetuall997 opentor seMce revenues will decJinc by $.18 biWoa to approximately $7.7
billion.

We then assuGle tbat J8.1 S of tbcee ft:VeDUeI lie from iaDaLATA c:al1a, id., aDd that
the dial-&rOUDd rale will iDcmue to SO~ by 1997. _ DOte 2S.111111J. IeaviDg $3.2 biIIioa in
interLATA 0+ reYCDueI. We DI:'X1 caJmlate from TQ<"'SA Dble 4 that 1991 0+ c:ommissioa
paymeuts aveJ3lCd about 12~ ($500 milUoaIS4.1 biDioD) of 0+ ftWeDUCS from agrcptor
pboDes. We apply this rate to amiciplred 1997 0+ iDtcrLATA seveaues to urive It $380
million in estiJnatm coaunissioa paymeats.

We tbea1 make two add£doralldjustmentl. Pint, we usume for the puIpOSCI of this
analysis that we would Dise me compenSltioa paid by 0SPa to wmpetitive paypboac proricfcn
(CPPs). In our fUphone ComiSstiem Order we DOted theR that S6 per mouth per phoae wu
reasonable compematiOD for Cbe IIPPI'OximatcJy half of the 1utctSllle accesa c:aUs 1ikcly to uae
acc.cas codes. Here we estimate that aD adcfitioual 56 per caoadl pel' pboae would COIDp""sate
for the 10,$1 of commivioDa OIl abe other baJf of thole calls. 1bis would reduce 0+ commissJon
savings by about $22 miWOI1 pc:z' year (300,000 CPP pboaea x 56 X 12 moatbs) to about $360
million.

SccoDd, we mut IUbtDet mnuDisaioDl that wcuJd otberwise be pajd OIl die S280 mjDiga in
tbird-t:ier OSP revcaues that we esd""rN 'WOIIId dluppear due to BPP...DOCe 24, I11III•.. ,~
would n:duoe 0+ <»mmiss\oD aviDp by aD Iddidona1 $17 (S28O'miJliOn X $OS JaHIIal
around x 121 commiaioD sate) to about $340 million.
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APPENDIX c: LBC BPP COST SUMMARY

LEe TOTAL COSTS: OPERATOR COSTS (gross)'
Non- NOI1-~rring:AABS Rec:uning:
Rccuning IRecurring +Opcrator Facilities Operator Salaries

Ameritech 48.8 14.1 14.1

Bell Atlantic 125.5 8.6 26.3 6.3

BeUSouth 145.6 6.8 27.2 6.5

GTE 112.4 25.4 18.5 11.3

NYNEX2 129.4 13.7 3.1 13.7

Pacific 144~4 26.1 41.8 2L8

SW Bell 160.9 9.0 3.9 9.0

US West 149.9 27.8 25.3 23.6

USTA' (for 197.8 17.5 32.6 17.5
iDdependents)

TOTAL 121S.7 149.0 178.7 123.8

Note: These figures are LBC cost estimates in JDiWocs ofdoUm. Widl cal)' ODe exception (sec
DOte 2, below) we do DOt decide wbether these costs are reasooable or fully attributable to BPP.

Sources: Ameritech ex ptJTte, July 8, 1993; BeD AtJa.Dtic a J'lfllUS, May 28, 1993, Oct. 19,
1993; BeUSoutb comznezrts at exhibit 1; GTE ex J)QIU, Aug. 24, 1993; NYNEK comments at
attaehmeots A.&B; ex panes, Aug. 4, 1993, Apr. 28, ~994; PIdftc ex paM, July 6, 1993; SW
Bell ex patf~, Jun. 3, 1993; US West ex ptlI'te, Aug. 16, 1993; USTA ex pDfU, July 20, 1993.

. . .

. - .'~ .~~

." .,; -~

'. f'"":;' •• ',' ".r" ".'" ~,_";" '.-. I • ',' : . .-

SA large ponioD of tbcsC 'cosci'Woa!d liblybc'"'offldby rcduciioDS hi~ COati. for~' '". i ~;.

OSPS &iDee the operator services that would be pIOVidcd by me LSCI are DOW pIOVidcd by
~~. '

'This excludes certain NYNBX estimattd costs DOted in NYNEX ex pam filings, Aug. 4,
1993 aDd Apr. 28, 1994, which appear 10 be facially invalid.

tpor mdependc:ats other than GTB.
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Separate Statement
of

Commisaiouer J~8.B. OUello

Re: Billed Party Preference 0+ InterLATA Calla.
CC Docket No. 92-77

The Commission i. acting prudently by issuing a Further Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking in this proceeding regarding Billed Party
Preference (BPP). I agree that a funher notice of proposed
rulemaking i8 needed principally because of the state· of the
record. I do not believe that the record is sufficiently complete.
accurate, or current for the Commission to make a finding that BPP
ia in the public interest. "

In particular, my concerns about the state of the record cause me
to question the reliability of the coat data and. tbe potential
impact on the network. Even the moat conservative financial data
estimate that BPP will coat over one billion dollars to implement
and millions more annually to maintain. It is unclear what effect
this massive expenditure would bave on the on-going depl~nt of
t.he "intelligent network-. Because the record doea not auggest
other uses for the BPP software. I am cODcerned that other more
useful network upgrades could be delayed or not developed and
deployed at all if we mandate BPP.

Before we mandate BPP, we IllU8t determine the extent of the
·problem- that it 18 supposed to fix and whether there are 1•••
costly alternatives. Several parties have INggeeted that the
TOCSIA framework of mandated. unblocking, call branding. and
signage, is working to addre•• conwumer complaints. Indeed. the
FCC said so in our 1992 report to congress. Md.!tionally, the
growth of dial-arOW1d services .uggeat. that consumers are aware of
and able to reach their carrier of choice•. The record, however. is
generally bereft of c:urrel1t 1z1fonuation on user demand for and
alternatives to BPP. In light of these factors. the Commission
needs new evidence to assure itself that BPP i. not an idea who••
time has come -- and gone.

Although this proposal for BPP bas been arcnmd since 1988, the
record consists heavily of && parte statements that reflect deep
division and changing alliances. a:mong . the affected puties.
Indeed, the original"prcponent; of BPp·, .·8e11 Atlantic, DCW. 8t~SJ1y.
Opposee it. Because BPP would reault in a eoatly network
reconfiguration that would affece every provider anc! inc:rease the
cost of every inter1J\TA call. the <:oaani••ion 'IlUSe base its decision
on the most current hard data available.

Accordingly, I do not believe that we can make a public interest
finding regarding Billed Party Preference at this time and on this
record. So t.hat we may receive more useful data, I eupport the
issuance of this Further Notice of Propoaed Rulemaking.



SEPARATE STATEMENT

OF

COMMISSIONER ANDREW C. BARRElT

HE: Billed Party Prd'ereucc for 0+ IDterLATA Calls, F'urther Ngtise of PrqPQMd
Rulema1dog (CC Docket No. 91-77)

In this Further Notice of Proposed RWsn'pur, the Commission states IS a ICtIWivc
cxmr:lusion that review of the evideu:e in die record and other publicly available data indica&es
that billed pany prefcmr:e. if implemcntal within ccnaiD parazne&a'I. would lefVe the public
interest. Due to the technology required for billed put)' prefczm:c. u well u the raDF of the
cost data submitted over a broad period of time in this prcxeediag. we have dctcrm.iI:I=d bcfOIC
issuing a fmal decision to invite parties 10 c:ommcm OD our aualysi& of die bcDcfiu aDd costs of
billed party prefereo::e. In doing 50, the CommissioD sbou1d mapdare biDed put)' pR!lcrcDce if.
as indicated in the CUrm1t record. its beDdits outweigh the costs of impJemcudag me IeClmology,
and that these benefits canDOt be achieved Ihrough a1IerDative, less COllI)' IDCIPJres.

Based on me exiqing record in this proc=ding. 1 wrke ICpIRIely to emphasize my
support for the conclusions in me furtbFr Notice, cspec:ia11y ro cbc arem Ibat billed pany
preference could focus competition for operatOr services OD cODllJmrn. thacby fosccriDg lower
I'I!eS and improved services for coasumcrs. 1 believe. boweYer mat die I'Cl:OI'd should be updated
on cbe relative costS aDd beDcfits of'moving forward to 1mpJe:mem 1bI: 1rdmoJoIy. I am
particularly interested in public commear to provide updated cost dm 1bat will cable cbe
CommissioD to determiDe wbether the porcmW beDefia~ the Jipific:am - aDd widely
varying - estimated expenses idemified in this proCftl,Una'S R:COrd. Acccm1iDg1y, I also am
interested in commem regarding me types of beDefim 10 me ~lacc m1 consumers mat~
likely to occur as a result of implcwcDliDg bIDed pany pn:fczCDCC.

In addition. the Further Notice stIleS th!t me Commission intends to proceed clpCditiously
with the review of the record. Given that this 'J)rOCCeding hal been before US for • ccmsidcrab1c
period of time, I loot forward U) worldDg with my coUeapes aDd Commissioa ICIft' to make •
fiDal dctcnnination repniiDg billed party prcfcreDCC Il me euticst poaiblc dare.


